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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25-27, 31, 32, 37, and 38 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1) 
in further view of Kikuchi (U.S. Patent 4,819,189). 

As per claims 1,12, 20, 25, 26, 31, and 37, Sanford discloses a method, 
electronic device in the form of a computer, memory, and system of navigating a 
hierarchical diagram, in the form of a Web-based menu system, which contains 
levels and associated sub-levels, and includes displaying a first view of the 
diagram or menu structure to a user of the electronic device on the display, which 
represents a level of the diagram or menu and includes a graphical reference, in 
the form of a triangle, to one of the sub-levels associated with the level 
represented by the first view. (See Sanford, Figure 7, and Column 6, line 67, 
Column 7, lines 1-2). This method and system also includes traversing the first 
view of the diagram or menu with a user-operated pointing device, such as a 
mouse, which inserts a cursor in the first view. The cursor moves in a 
synchronized manner with user-initiated movements of the pointing device, or 
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mouse. (See Sanford, Column 7, lines 11-14). Sanford does not disclose 
expressly the step of manipulating the mouse so that the cursor in the first view 
enters an active region located within the graphical reference to a sub-level, 
where the active region includes a portion of the graphical reference and where 
the cursor movement automatically triggers replacement of the first view with the 
second view in the display, also displaying the cursor in the second view. 
Kikuchi discloses that upon movement of a cursor to the active region of a 
second view, represented by the visible portion of an underlying window, with the 
underlying window representing the second view, the first view, being the 
displayed window, is replaced by the second view, represented by the underlying 
window, and the cursor appears in the second view. (See Kikuchi, Figures 2A 
and 2B, Column 5, lines 24-68, and Column 6, lines 1-14). Sanford and Kikuchi 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
manipulating and simplifying user displays. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system 
and method for navigating a hierarchical diagram, in the form of a Web-based 
menu system, of Sanford, with the cursor control and display manipulation of 
Kikuchi. The motivation for doing so would have been to eliminate the need for 
the user to manually press a mouse button or enter special control codes via a 
keyboard to initiate a change to the display. (See Kikuchi, Column 7, lines 48- 
65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kikcuhi with Sanford for 
the benefit of eliminating unnecessary actions by a user to obtain the invention 
as specified in claims 1,12, 20, 25, 26, 31, and 37. 
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As per claims 2,13,21, 27, 32, and 38, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the 
limitations of claims 1,12, 20, 26, 31 , and 37 as described above. Kikuchi also 
discloses the step of manipulating the pointing device so that the cursor in the 
display travels from the first view into the graphical reference toa second view, 
represented by the visible portion of an underlying window, and that the cursor 
appears in the second view without stopping. (See Kikuchi, Column 5, lines 24- 
68, and Column 6, lines 1-14). Sanford and Kikuchi are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying user 
displays. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi 
with the cursor movement of Kikuchi. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to eliminate the need for the user to manually press a mouse button or 
enter special control codes via a keyboard to initiate a change to the display. 
(See Kikuchi, Column 7, lines 48-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Kikcuhi with Sanford for the benefit of eliminating unnecessary actions 
by a user to obtain the invention as specified in claims 2, 13,21, 27, 32, and 38. 

As per claims 3, 22, and 28, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the limitations 
of claims 1, 20, and 26 as described above. Kikcuhi also discloses that a 
graphical reference including an active region is presented in the form of the 
visible portion of an underlying window. (See Kikuchi, Column 7, lines 17-47). 
Kikuchi also discloses manipulating the mouse so that the cursor in a second 
view, in the form of an underlying window, enters a graphical reference to the 
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level, and the cursor reappears in the first view. (See Kikuchi, Figures 2A and 
2B, Column 5, lines 24-67, and Column 6, lines 1-14). Sanford and Kikuchi are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating 
and simplifying user displays. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method 
of Sanford and Kikuchi with the cursor movement ad display manipulation of 
Kikuchi. The motivation for doing so would have been to eliminate the need for 
the user to manually press a mouse button or enter special control codes via a 
keyboard to initiate a change to the display. (See Kikuchi, Column 7, lines 48- 
65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kikcuhi with Sanford for 
the benefit of eliminating unnecessary actions by a user to obtain the invention 
as specified in claims 3, 22, and 28. 

Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1)and Kikuchi (U.S. Patent 4,819,189) as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Young (U.S. Patent 5,299,307). 

As per claim 4, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Sanford and Kikuchi do not disclose expressly providing an 
escape rate associated with the graphical reference to the sub-level, which is a 
designated cursor speed which the cursor must exceed while traveling through 
the active region located within the graphical reference to the sub-level in order 
to avoid replacing the first view with the second view in the display. Young 
discloses that a cursor must exceed a certain speed while traveling through an 
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active region to avoid altering the display. (See Young, Figure 22, and Column 
14, lines 49-62). Sanford, Kikuchi and Young are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying user 
displays. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi 
with the cursor speed control of Young. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to assist in determining whether or not user's intention was to alter the 
display. (See Young, Column 2, lines 35-38). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Young with Sanford and Kikuchi for the benefit of easily 
determining the user's intentions to obtain the invention as described in claim 4. 

As per claim 5, Sanford, Kikuchi and Young disclose the limitations of 
claim 4 as described above. Young also discloses manipulating the pointing 
device, or mouse, so that the cursor rate of travel exceeds the escape rate while 
traveling through the active region located in the graphical reference to the sub- 
level, and the first view remains displayed in the display. (See Young, Figure 22, 
and Column 14, lines 49-62). Sanford, Kikuchi and Young are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying 
user displays. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method of Sanford 
and Kikuchi with the cursor speed control of Young. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to assist in determining whether or not user's intention was to 
alter the display. (See Young, Column 2, lines 35-38). Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to combine Young with Sanford and Kikuchi for the benefit of easily 
determining the user's intentions to obtain the invention as described in claim 5. 

As per claim 6, Sanford, Kikuchi and Young disclose the limitations of 
claim 4 as described above. Young also discloses manipulating the pointing 
device, or mouse, so that the cursor rate of travel does not exceed the escape 
rate while traveling through the graphical reference to the sub-level, and that the 
first view is replaced by the second view in the display. (See Young, Figure 22, 
and Column 14, lines 49-62). Sanford, Kikuchi and Young are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying 
user displays. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method of Sanford 
and Kikuchi with the cursor speed control of Young. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to assist in determining whether or not user's intention was to 
alter the display. (See Young, Column 2, lines 35-38). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Young with Sanford and Kikuchi for the benefit of easily 
determining the user's intentions to obtain the invention as described in claim 6. 

Claims 7, 8, 11, 19, 23, 24, 29, 30, 36, and 41 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1) 
and Kikuchi (U.S. Patent 4,819,189) as applied to claims 1 . 12, 20, 26, 31 , and 
37 above, and further in view of Falcon (U.S. Patent 6,285,374 B1 ). 

As per claims 7, 19, 23, 29, 36, and 41 , Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the 
limitations of claims 1,12, 20, 26, 31, and 37 as described above. Sanford and 
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Kikuchi do not disclose expressly providing a wormhole around the active region, 
representing a visual aid indicating the location of the active region, and altering 
the size of the wormhole based upon the proximity of the cursor, where the 
wormhole grows larger as the cursor travels nearer the wormhole, and smaller as 
the cursor travels away from the wormhole. Falcon discloses a hot spot, 
equivalent to a wormhole, which graphically denotes the active region on the 
display. (See Falcon, Figure 3, and Column 6, lines 15-22). Falcon also 
discloses altering the size of the hot spot to be larger or smaller based upon the 
location of the cursor. (See Falcon, Figure 9, elements 182, 184, and 186). 
Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying user displays. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi with the hot spot of 
Falcon. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a larger area in 
which the user is able to identify and maneuver within to activate a change to the 
display, thus eliminating the need for more precision in manipulation of the 
pointing device. (See Falcon, Column 2, lines 28-32). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Falcon with Sanford and Kikuchi for the benefit of ease 
of use of the system to obtain the invention as described in claims 7, 19, 23, 29, 
36, and 41. 

As per claim 8, Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon disclose the limitations of 
claim 7 as described above. Falcon also discloses providing a minimum radius, 
or size, for the wormhole or hot spot, corresponding to the initial size of the 
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wormhole or hot spot in the display (See Falcon, Column 5, lines 62-63); 
providing a maximum radius, or size, being larger than the minimum radius or 
size and corresponding to the maximum size of the wormhole or hot spot in the 
display (See Falcon, Column 8, lines 58-64); and adjusting the size of the 
displayed wormhole or hot spot based on the cursor proximity to the wormhole or 
hot spot, the display size being between the maximum and minimum sizes. (See 
Falcon, Figure 9, element 188, Column 10, lines 66-67, and Column 11, lines 1- 
24). Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying user displays. At the time 
of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the system and method of Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon with the 
sizing of the hot spot of Falcon. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide a more distinct visual reference assisting the user in activating a change 
to the display, thus reducing user fatigue. (See Falcon, Column 6, lines 1-8). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Falcon with Sanford and 
Kikuchi for the benefit of ease of use of the system to obtain the invention as 
described in claim 8. 

As per claims 1 1 , 24, and 30, Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon disclose the 
limitations of claims 7, 20 and 29 as described above. Falcon also discloses 
sending a message to an operating system of the electronic device which 
registers a request for notification of the movements of the cursor in the display 
(See Falcon, Column 6, lines 36-43), receiving notification of the movements of 
the cursor in the display which are reported as display coordinates (See Falcon, 
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Column 6, lines 36-38), comparing the reported cursor coordinates with the 
coordinates of the active region located within the graphical reference to the sub- 
level in the display (See Falcon, Column 6, lines 52-58), and adjusting the size of 
the wormhole or hot spot based on the results of the comparison. (See Falcon, 
Figure 9, elements 186 and 188). Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating and simplifying 
user displays. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method of Sanford, 
Kikuchi and Falcon with the system notification of cursor movements of Falcon. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to reconcile any instances of 
multiple event signals generated by a mouse or pointing device. (See Falcon, 
Column 7, lines 27-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Falcon with Sanford and Kikuchi for the benefit of resolving multiple signals from 
a pointing device to obtain the invention as described in claims 1 1, 24, and 30. 

Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1), Kikuchi (U.S. Patent 4,81 9,1 89), and 
Falcon (U.S. Patent 6,285,374 B1) as applied to claim 8 above, and further in 
view of Slotznick (U.S. Publication 2002/0178007 A1). 

As per claim 9, Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon disclose the limitations of 
claim 8 as described above. Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon do not disclose 
expressly providing a time parameter which provides a minimum amount of time 
the cursor is required to remain within the active region, and manipulating the 
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pointing device, or mouse, so that the cursor remains within the active region for 
at least the amount of time specified by the time parameter, triggering 
replacement of the first view with the second view in the display. Slotznick 
discloses the use of a time period to invoke an action, including manipulating a 
pointing device such that the cursor remains in the active region for a period of 
time equal to or exceeding the time period specified, thus activating the specified 
action (See Slotznick, Page 9, paragraph 01 19), which, incorporated into the 
system of Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon, would include replacement of the first 
view on the display with a second view. Sanford, Kikuchi, Falcon, and Slotznick 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
manipulating and simplifying user displays. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system 
and method of Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon with the time period restrictions of 
Slotznick. The motivation for doing so would have been to simplify the user's 
ability to maneuver between documents or displays, especially when a user may 
require special needs in manipulating a display. (See Slotznick, page 2, 
paragraph 0015 and 0016). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Slotznick with Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon for the benefit of ease of use of the 
system to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

As per claim 10, Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon disclose the limitations of 
claim 8 as described above. Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon do not disclose 
expressly providing a time parameter which provides a minimum amount of time 
the cursor is required to remain within the active region, and manipulating the 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,141 Page 
Art Unit: 2176 

pointing device, or mouse, so that the cursor remains within the active region for 
a time period not exceeding the time parameter before leaving the active region, 
thereby not triggering the replacement of the first view on the display. Slotznick 
discloses the use of a time period to invoke an action, including manipulating a 
pointing device such that the cursor does not remain in the active region for a 
period of time equal to or exceeding the time period specified, thus failing to 
activate the specified action (See Slotznick, Page 9, paragraph 01 19), which, 
incorporated into the system of Sanford, Kikuchi, and Falcon, would include not 
replacing the first view on the display. Sanford, Kikuchi, Falcon, and Slotznick 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
manipulating and simplifying user displays. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the system 
and method of Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon with the time period restrictions of 
Slotznick. The motivation for doing so would have been to simplify the user's 
ability to maneuver between documents or displays, especially when a user may 
require special needs in manipulating a display. (See Slotznick, page 2, 
paragraph 0015 and 0016). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Slotznick with Sanford, Kikuchi and Falcon for the benefit of ease of use of the 
system to obtain the invention as specified in claim 10. 

Claims 14, 15, 33, 34, 39, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1) and Kikuchi (U.S. 
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Patent 4,819,189) as applied to claims 12, 31, and 37 above, and further in view 
of Simmons (U.S. Patent 6,396,488 B1). 

As per claims 14, 18, 33, and 39, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the 
limitations of claims 12, 31 and 37 as described above. Sanford and Kikuchi do 
not disclose expressly that the hierarchical diagram is a flow chart. Simmons 
discloses that a diagram may represent a flowchart. (See Simmons, Column 3, 
lines 48-50). Sanford, Kikuchi and Simmons are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of manipulating diagrams or displays. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi with the 
flowchart of Simmons. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a 
user to traverse a path within a diagram or display that has an arrangement of 
shapes. (See Simmons, Column 1 , lines 55-57). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Simmons with Sanford and Kikuchi to provide a variety of 
shapes within which the user may maneuver the display to obtain the invention 
as specified in claims 14, 18, 33, and 39. 

As per claims 15, 34, and 40, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the limitations 
of claims 12, 31 and 37 as described above. Sanford and Kikuchi do not 
disclose expressly that the hierarchical diagram is a state diagram. Simmons 
discloses that a diagram may represent any suitable graphics-based chart or 
diagram. (See Simmons, Column 3, lines 48-50). A state diagram is a diagram 
consisting of circles to represent states and directed line segments to represent 
transitions between the states (as referenced in www.dictionarv.com ), which is 
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included in the definition of a graphics-based chart or diagram. Sanford, Kikuchi 
and Simmons are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of manipulating diagrams or displays. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi with the graphics-based diagram of 
Simmons. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a user to 
traverse a path within a diagram or display that has an arrangement of shapes. 
(See Simmons, Column 1 , lines 55-57). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Simmons with Sanford and Kikuchi to provide a variety of shapes 
within which the user may maneuver the display to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 1 5, 34, and 40. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1) and Kikuchi (U.S. Patent 4,819,189) as 
applied to claims 12, 31 , and 37 above, and further in view of Simmons (U.S. 
Patent 6,396,488 B1 ) and Mathworks Stateflow 3.0.2. 

As per claim 17, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the limitations of claim 12 
as described above. Sanford and Kikuchi do not disclose expressly that the 
method is part of a stateflow editing applcation. Simmons discloses that a 
diagram may represent any suitable graphics-based chart or diagram. (See 
Simmons, Column 3, lines 48-50). A stateflow editing application provides users 
with the ability to develop graphical models of event-driven systems using finite 
state machine theory, statechart formalisms, and flow diagram notation (as 
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referenced at www.mathworks.com , Stateflow 3.0.2 product description); 
therefore, a stateflow chart is included in the definition of a graphics-based chart 
or diagram. Sanford, Kikuchi, Simmons and Mathworks are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating diagrams or 
displays. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi 
with the graphics-based diagram of Simmons and Mathworks. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow a user to traverse a path within a diagram or 
display that has an arrangement of shapes. (See Simmons, Column 1 , lines 55- 
57). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Simmons and Mathworks 
with Sanford and Kikuchi to provide a variety of shapes within which the user 
may maneuver the display to obtain the invention as specified in claim 17. 

Claims 16 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sanford (U.S. Patent 6,256,028 B1) and Kikuchi (U.S. Patent 
4,819,189) as applied to claims 12 and 31 above, and further in view of Simmons 
(U.S. Patent 6,396,488 B1) and Kodosky (U.S. Patent 4,901,221). 

As per claims 16 and 31, Sanford and Kikuchi disclose the limitations of 
claim 12 as described above. Sanford and Kikuchi do not disclose expressly 
that the method is part of a block diagram editor application. Simmons 
discloses that a diagram may represent any suitable graphics-based chart or 
diagram. (See Simmons, Column 3, lines 48-50). Kodosky discloses that a 
block editor can be used to construct and to display a graphical diagram (See 
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Kodosky, Column 7, lines 44-46); therefore, a block editor application may be 
used to construct a diagram suitable for use within the described invention. 
Sanford, Kikuchi, Simmons and Kodosky are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of manipulating diagrams or displays. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the system and method of Sanford and Kikuchi with the 
graphics-based diagram of Simmons and Kodosky. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to create a system representing the flow of data graphically in 
order to more easily model processes. (See Kodosky, Column 3, lines 38-47). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Sanford and Kikuchi with 
Simmons and Kodosky for the benefit of providing a simplified graphical 
modeling environment to obtain the invention as specified in claims 16 and 35. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Plow (U.S. Patent 6,657,644 B1 ) discloses a method and system of 
displaying graphical images in a computer graphics system. 

• Gardner (U.S. Patent 6,580,416 B1) discloses an opt-out actuator 
for which actuation is cancelled if the operator changes his or her 
state within a prescribed amount of time. 
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• Seidl (U.S. Patent 5,583,977) discloses a method and apparatus 
enabling direct manipulation of 3D curve images on a computer 
display. 

• Janssen (U.S. Patent 6,512,529 B1) discloses a system providing a 
user interface for maximizing an amount of information presented 
on a computer generated display. 

• Pook (ACM, "Context and Interaction in Zoomable User Interfaces) 
discloses a system and method of enlarging information on a 
computer-based display. 

• Mueller (ACM Multimedia 2000, "Mediacaptain - A Demo") 
discloses a system that facilitates indexing, browsing, summarizing 
and retrieval of video on the Web with support of supplementary 
material. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number 
is 703-605-1238. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday from 7:00am to 3:30pm. Information regarding the status of an 
application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
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direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). 
LAR 
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